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DETAILED ACTION 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 



The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S. C. 112: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of 
making and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the 
art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall 
set forth the best mode contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

Claims 1-30 and 34-39 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as 
failing to comply with the written description requirement. The claim(s) contains subject 
matter which was not described in the specification in such a way as to reasonably 
convey to one skilled in the relevant art that the inventor(s), at the time the application 
was filed, had possession of the claimed invention. The specification does not describe 
the fabric piece not disposed between the base element and a securing member in such 
as way as to reasonably convey to one skilled in the art that the inventor had 
possession of the claimed invention at the time of filing. See Diagram A below for 
illustrations at to what Figures 5, 12, 13, and 15 teach regarding this limitation. 




Diagram A - Annotated Figures 5, 12, 13, and 15 of Application 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

Claims 20, 21, and 24-27, as best understood, are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by U.S. Patent No. 2,526,912 to Swanson. 

Swanson discloses a furniture component that includes all the limitations recited 
in claims 20, 21 , and 24-27, as best understood. Swanson shows a furniture 
component having a base element 1 (see Fig. 1) including a generally rounded edge 
portion 12 with a thickness greater than that of the base element, a securing member 
22,82 with first and second arms and outer and inner surfaces, inwardly facing ridges 
(enlarged edges of the first and second arms) that engage the base element at the 
enlarged edge portion, and a piece of fabric 81 attached to an outer surface of the 
securing member wherein the inner surface is disposed around an entirety of the edge 
portion, the first and second arms are disposed on opposite sides of the base element, 
the channel has an interior and a mouth, the interior has a width greater than the width 
of the mouth, and the width of the mouth is smaller than the thickness of the enlarged 
edge portion. 

Please note that the fabric piece 81 is not disposed between the rounded edge 
portion 12 of the base element 1 and the securing member 22,82 
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With respect to claim 24, the claim is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as 
anticipated by or, in the alternative, under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as obvious over Swanson 
because Swanson teaches the furniture component that appears to be the same as, or 
an obvious variant of, the furniture component set forth in the product-by-process claim 
24 although produced by a different process. 

Claims 14, 16-18, 20, and 24-27, as best understood, are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by U.S. Patent No. 4,750,300 to Winger. 

Winger discloses a component that includes all the limitations recited in claims 
14, 16-18, 20, and 24-27, as best understood. Winger shows a component having a 
base element 36 (see Fig. 2) including a generally rounded edge portion (at end of lip 
34) with a thickness greater than that of the base element, a securing member 16 with 
first and second arms and first and second channels, and a piece of fabric 38 disposed 
around an outer surface of the securing member and within the second channel wherein 
the fabric piece is not disposed between the base element and the securing member, 
the securing member includes a gripping member (indentation near the edge of the 
second channel), the first arm and the gripping member defining at least in part the 
second channel, the gripping member has a ridge extending inwardly towards the first 
arm, the first channel opens in a first direction and the second channel opens in a 
second direction different from the first direction attached to an outer surface of the 
securing member, an inner surface of the securing member defined in part by the first 
and second arms and disposed around an entirety of the edge portion of the base 
element, the first arm includes an inwardly facing ridge (indentation near the edge of the 
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first channel) engaging the base element, the first and second arms of the securing 
member disposed on opposite sides of the base element, the channel has an interior 
and a mouth, the interior has a width greater than the width of the mouth, and the width 
of the mouth is smaller than the thickness of the enlarged edge portion. 

Please note that Examiner reasonably interprets "fabric" as an artifact made by 
weaving or felting or knitting or crocheting natural or synthetic fibers. 

With respect to claim 24, the claim is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as 
anticipated by or, in the alternative, under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as obvious over Winger 
because Winger teaches the component that appears to be the same as, or an obvious 
variant of, the component set forth in the product-by-process claim 24 although 
produced by a different process. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 14, 16, and 17, as best understood, are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) 
as being unpatentable over U.S. Patent No. 4,723,816 to Selbert et al. in view of U.S. 
Patent No. 1 ,594,282 to Trimble and in view of U.S. Publication No. 200301 68901 A1 to 



Wilkerson et al. 
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Selbert et al. disclose a furniture component that is basically the same as that 
recited in claims 14, 16, and 17, as best understood, except that the base element lacks 
an edge portion with a greater thickness than that of the base element and the fabric 
piece is disposed between the base element and the securing member, as recited in the 
claims. See Figure 4 of Selbert et al. for the teaching that the furniture component has 
a base element 28 with an edge portion, a securing member 24 with first and second 
arms 52,50 and first and second channels (first channel formed by arms 50,52 and 
second channel formed by arms 54), a fabric piece 18 disposed around an outer 
surface of the securing member and within the second channel, and a gripping member 
56 of the securing member including a ridge extending inwardly toward the first arm 
wherein the edge portion being disposed in the first channel and the first and second 
arms on the opposite sides of the base element, and the gripping member and first arm 
define, at least in part, the second channel. 

Trimble shows a furniture component similar to that of Selbert et al. wherein the 
base element 1 (see Fig. 1 ) has an edge portion 2 that has a thickness greater than a 
thickness of the base element. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to modify the furniture 
component of Selbert et al. such that the edge portion has a thickness greater than a 
thickness of the base element, such as the furniture component disclosed by Trimble. 
One would have been motivated to make such a modification in view of the suggestion 
in Trimble that the enlarged edge portion of the base element provides a bead shaped 
to facilitate holding of a fabric piece. 



Application/Control Number: 10/796,406 Page 7 

Art Unit: 3636 

Wilkerson et al. show a furniture component similar to that of Selber et al. 
wherein the furniture component has a base element 23 (see Fig. 6B), a securing 
member 51 , and a piece of fabric 49 attached to the securing member and not disposed 
between the base element and the securing member. Therefore, it would have been 
obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
modify the furniture component of Selbert et al. such that the fabric piece is not 
disposed between the base element and the securing member, such as the furniture 
component disclosed by Wilkerson et al. One would have been motivated to make such 
a modification in view of the knowledge generally available to one skilled in the art that 
the fabric not being disposed between the base element and securing member utilizes 
less fabric per chair resulting in less raw material being required in manufacturing each 
chair. 

Claims 14, 16-21 , 24, 25, 29, and 30, as best understood, are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over U.S. Patent No. 5,586,807 to Taggart in view 
of U.S. Patent No. 1 ,594,282 to Trimble. 

Taggart discloses a furniture component that is basically the same as that recited 
in claims 14, 16-21, 24, 25, 29, and 30, as best understood, except that component 
lacks a base element with an enlarged edge portion, as recited in the claims. See 
Figures 2 and 4 of Taggart for the teaching that the furniture component has a base 
element 23, a securing member 100 with first and second arms 1 16,1 18 and first and 
second channels 1 20, 1 36, an inner surface of the securing member is defined in part by 
the first channel and disposed around the base element, a fabric piece 146 disposed 
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around an outer surface of the securing member, attached to the outer surface of the 
securing member, and within the second channel, and a gripping member 144 of the 
securing member including a ridge extending inwardly toward the first arm wherein the 
base element is disposed in the first channel and the first and second arms on the 
opposite sides of the base element, the gripping member and first arm define, at least in 
part, the second channel, the fabric piece is not disposed between the base element 
and the securing member, the first channel opens in a first direction and the second 
channel opens in a second direction different from the first direction, the base element 
forms part of a backrest/chair. 

Trimble shows a furniture component similar to that of Taggart wherein the base 
element 1 (see Fig. 1) has an edge portion 2 that has a thickness greater than a 
thickness of the base element. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to modify the furniture 
component of Taggart such that the base element includes an edge portion with a 
thickness greater than a thickness of the base element, such as the furniture 
component disclosed by Trimble. One would have been motivated to make such a 
modification in view of the suggestion in Trimble that the enlarged edge portion of the 
base element provides a bead shaped to facilitate holding the fabric in place. 

With respect to claim 24, Taggart, as modified, teaches a furniture component 
that appears to be the same as, or an obvious variant of, the component set forth in the 
product-by-process claim 24 although produced by a different process. 
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Claims 1, 8, 9, 1 1-13, 15, 19-22, 24, 25, 29, 30, 34, and 36-39, as best 
understood, are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Selbert et 
al. in view of Trimble and Wilkerson et al. as applied to claims 14, 16, and 17, as best 
understood, above, and further in view of U.S. Patent No. 6,478,381 B1 to Cramb, III et 
al. 

Selbert et al., as modified, disclose a furniture component that is basically the 
same as that recited in claims 1 , 8, 9, 1 1-13, 15, 19-22, 24, 25, 29, 30, 34, and 36-39, 
as best understood, except that the furniture component lacks a second securing 
member with first and second arms and the base element is not specified as forming 
part of a backrest, as recited in the claims. See Figure 3 of Selbert et al. for the 
teaching that the furniture component has a second member 47 wherein the entirety of 
the first securing member is disposed within the second member with the fabric piece 
18 secured between the first securing member and second member and directly 
contacting the second member, and that the first member has a channel (formed by 
legs 54) with a portion of the fabric is inserted into the channel; and see column 1 , line 
56 for the teaching that the securing member is made of a thermoplastic material. 

Cramb et al. show a furniture component similar to that of Selbert et al. wherein 
the component has a base element 34 (see Fig. 2), a fabric piece 40 of elastomeric 
fabric, and a securing member 48 with first and second arms and a channel 
therebetween such that the fabric piece is secured between the first and second arms of 
the securing member and directly contacting the securing member, the base element 
forms part of backrest of compliant material with a pattern of holes, and the securing 
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member being made of a thermoplastic elastomer material. Therefore, it would have 
been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made 
to modify the furniture component of Selbert et al. to replace the fabric with the 
elastomeric fabric and to include a second securing member with first and second arms 
and a second channel therebetween wherein an entirety of the first securing member is 
disposed within the second channel, with the first and second arms of the first securing 
member adjacent the respective first and second arms of the second securing member, 
with the fabric piece secured between the first arm of the first securing member and the 
first arm of the second securing member and directly contacting the second securing 
member, the base element forms part of backrest of compliant material with a pattern of 
holes, and the first and second securing members collectively forming a securing 
member having an inner layer made of thermoplastic material and an outer layer made 
of thermoplastic elastomer material, such as the furniture component disclosed by 
Cramb et al. One would have been motivated to make such a modification in view of 
the suggestion in Cramb et al. that the backrest with side bolsters and center 
elastomeric fabric reduces the weight of the vehicle seat. 

With respect to claims 34 and 36-38, Selbert et al., as modified, lack only the 
specifically recited method steps. It would have been obvious, if not inherent, to one 
having ordinary skill in the pertinent art at the time the invention was made to attach the 
fabric to the furniture component/chair of Selbert et al., as modified, by the claimed 
method steps. Such a modification provides a conventional and efficient method of 
attaching the fabric to a furniture component/chair of Selbert et al., as modified. 
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Claims 2-4, 10, 32, 33, and 35, as best understood, are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being unpatentable over Selbert et al., as modified, in view of Cramb 
et al. as applied to claims 1, 8, 9, 11-13, 15, 19-22, 25, 29-31, 34, and 36-39 above, and 
further in view of U.S. Patent No. 3,302,260 to Cuddeback. 

Selbert et al., as modified, disclose a furniture component that is basically the 
same as that recited in claims 2-4, 10, 32, 33, and 35 except that the first securing 
member lacks a third channel and the second securing member lacks a ridge disposed 
in the third channel, as recited in the claims. Cuddeback shows a furniture component 
similar to that of Selbert et al. wherein the furniture component has a first member 35 
(see Fig. 3) with a ridge 36, a second member 32 with a channel 37, a fabric piece 20 
disposed around the first member, and the ridge disposed in the channel. Therefore, it 
would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to further modify the furniture component of Selbert et al. such that the first 
securing member has first and second ridges, the second securing member has first 
and second ridges wherein the first and second ridges are disposed in the respective 
third and fourth channels, such as the furniture component disclosed by Cuddeback. 
One would have been motivated to make such a modification in view of the suggestion 
in Cuddeback that the ridge and channel configuration retains the first and second 
member in connection. With respect to the second ridge and fourth channel, one skilled 
in the art would have known to include additional ridges disposed in channels as the 
duplication of parts has no patentable significance. 



Application/Control Number: 10/796,406 Page 12 

Art Unit: 3636 

Claims 5-7 and 28, as best understood, are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Selbert et al., as modified, in view of Cramb et al. as applied to 
claims 1,8,9,11-13,15,1 9-22, 25, 29-31 , 34, and 36-39 above, and further in view of 
U.S. Patent No. 3,423,775 to Cockerill. 

Selbert et al., as modified, disclose a furniture component that is basically the 
same as that recited in claims 5-7 and 28, as best understood, except that the first 
securing member lacks fasteners on opposite sides of the first channel, as recited in the 
claims. Cockerill shows a furniture component similar to that of Selbert et al. wherein 
the furniture component has a securing member (see Fig. 3) with a channel including a 
plurality of nail fasteners 17 on opposite sides of the channel. Therefore, it would have 
been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made 
to further modify the furniture component of Selbert et al. such that the first securing 
member has a plurality of fasteners engaging the first securing member on opposite 
sides of the first channel wherein the fasteners are nails and correspond to spaced 
notches, such as the furniture component disclosed by Cockerill. One would have been 
motivated to make such a modification in view of the suggestion in Cockerill that the 
oppositely spaced fasteners bite onto both sides of the seat cover edge. 

Claim 18, as best understood, is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Selbert et al. in view of Trimble and Wilkerson et al. and as applied to 
claims 14, 16, and 17 above, and further in view of Taggart. 

Selbert et al., as modified, disclose a furniture component that is basically the 
same as that recited in claim 18, as best understood, except that the first channel is not 
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specified as opening in a direction different than that of the second channel, as recited 
in the claims. Taggart shows a furniture component similar to that of Selbert et al. 
wherein the furniture component has a first channel120 (see Fig. 3) opening in a first 
direction and a second channel 136 opening in a second direction different from the first 
direction. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to further modify the furniture component of Selber et 
al. such that the first channel opens in a first direction and the second channel opens in 
a second direction different from the first direction, such as the furniture component 
disclosed by Taggart. One would have been motivated to make such a modification in 
view of the suggestion in Taggart that the differently opening channels provide for 
retention of members disposed in different directions. 

Allowable Subject Matter 

Claim 23, as best understood, is objected to as being dependent upon a rejected 
base claim, but would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the 
limitations of the base claim and any intervening claims and if rewritten to overcome the 
rejection(s) under 35 U.S.C. 112, 1st paragraph, set forth in this Office Action. 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments filed 28 November 2007 have been fully considered but 
they are not persuasive. With respect to Applicant's argument that the Swanson fails to 
teach element of amended claim 20 because the fabric 81 of Swanson is disposed 
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between the base element 1 and the securing member 21 , Examiner agrees with 
Applicant's initial assessment of Swanson but disagrees about the overall teachings of 
Swanson. Swanson teaches adjacent rounded edge portions 1 1,12 of the base 
element 1 . A piece of fabric 81 of Swanson is attached to the outer surface of the 
securing member 22,82 (interpreted as both the strip and the panel) where the fabric 81 
is not disposed between the rounded edge portion 12 of the base element and the 
securing member 22,82. Therefore, Swanson teaches each and every element of 
amended claim 20. 

Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 14, 16, and 17 as being obvious 
over Selbert et al. in view of Trimble have been considered but are moot in view of the 
new ground(s) of rejection. 

Applicant argues that the combination of Selbert et al., as modified, in view of 
Cramb et al. is improper because Selbert et al. teach the desirability of the disclosed 
foam and fabric. Applicant's argument is unpersuasive for two reasons. Firstly, one 
cannot show nonobviousness by attacking references individually where the rejections 
are based on combinations of references. Secondly, advances in vehicle seat fabric 
technology have allowed for seat with improved breathability and cushioning, decreased 
cost, and being lighter in weight. This technology is taught in Cramb et al. wherein the 
elastomeric fabric, in conjunction with the second securing member, provides a 
lightweight seat with increased breathability. Therefore, one skilled in the art would 
have been motivated to modify the furniture component of Selbert et al., as modified, in 
view of Cramb etal. 
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Applicant also argues that the combination of Selbert et al., as modified, in view 
of Cramb et al. fail to teach a removeable first securing member and a releasable fabric 
member. Please note that Examiner reasonably interprets "removeably" as capable of 
being removed, and "releasably" as capable of being released. As opposed to the 
language asserted in Applicant's Remarks, claim 1 recites the "first securing member is 
releasably disposed within the second channel." The combination of Selbert et al., as 
modified, in view of Cramb et al. teach a first securing member capable of being 
releasedly disposed within the second channel, and the fabric piece capable of being 
releasedly secured between the first arms. Moreover, any two items which are 
connected are capable of being removed from each other, regardless of the type of 
connection present between the two items. Although, in some case, an increased force 
may be required to enable such removal, the two items are still removable from one 
another. In this instance, the fabric and foam may be removed given the necessary 
force and appropriate solvents. 

With respect to Applicant's argument that Examiner has failed to provide a 
reason why it would have been obvious to one skilled in the art to modify Selbert et al., 
as modified, with Cuddeback, see the above rejection setting forth motivation to 
combine the references. Applicant asserts that claim 32 requires a "releasable" 
connection with the first and second securing members. However, this language is not 
recited in claim 32. 
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With respect to Applicant's argument that Examiner has failed to provide a single 
reason why it would be proper to combine Cockerill with Selbert et al, as modified, see 
the above rejection setting forth motivation to combine the references. 

With respect to Applicant's argument that Examiner has failed to provide a single 
reason why it would have been obvious to combine the teachings of Taggart with 
Selbert et al., as modified, see the above rejection setting forth motivation to combine 
the references. Moreover, Applicant argues that the functions of the attachment 
devices of Taggart and Selbert et al. are significantly distinct such that the combination 
of the references is improper. However, the attachment devices of these references are 
sufficiently similar to warrant combination because both address the issue of attaching 
fabric to vehicle seat components via plastic/metal profiles, i.e. securing members. 

Upon consideration of Applicant's argument, the rejections of claims 1-30 and 
32-39 remain. 

Conclusion 

Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 
§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
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mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Joseph F. Edell whose telephone number is (571) 272- 
6858. The examiner can normally be reached on Mon.-Fri. 8:30am-5:00pm. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



/Joseph F Edell/ 

Primary Examiner, Art Unit 3636 

February 29, 2008 



